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ublic meeting ors April 8, 1982, the I~is~trict of
' Commission authorised the tc:hecauling of a

the foll.o~sz.nae

Application of the Trega_r_on Corporatiaxz fc~r prelirza_n~~ry
nevi ew and approval of a ?Tanned Unit development and
change of zoning from Fc-~1-~F~ to P~ml--~? f_or lot
~c;uare 2C8~~ boated at 3029 Mingle tZoad~ N .trd . The

eject

	

site

	

c,~ampris~~~>

	

appra~ irrcately

	

lax . ~

	

acres

	

of
unimproved

	

land ®

	

The appl_1.c~snta px°apases to construct
120 single®family dc~7ellings in a cluttered
canfic;tzrataion. on the Cite . The dwe1l.~ .n~t will have a.
height of na mars= than forty feet_, the proposed
ar~:~

	

ratio far the project it

	

0 . 39G ~

	

the proposed

	

lot
acc°upanoy for tl~e proj~:c_°t is 13 .12 perrentp and there
are 292 parking tp~ret proposed .

At the same xzlx~~la_o meeting F the caning Commission cansicxex~ec'
a mot~ic?n frarr~ the Friends of Tx°e.c;~sc?r~ te> xxat schedule a
blip hear~.r~c~ c,~n

	

the

	

sate .

	

The m<~t :i .ax7 ~

	

d«tec~ ,~anuary

	

?_7 r

1982, identified roux - x°easons for the reauett to deny a
hearing which includeda

Contider~~1-.~.or~ of t;.he applioatior~ would he
rezt-:ature beoause the appa.i_cant hat not yet

abtafined approval far a sul~di~?itior~ of arl hitto
landmark .

?® Contidex°afii_c?n of the application would be
premature ®

	

untimely

	

and

	

unt~?a_ :~~~

	

t~,nlE~ss

	

and

	

Liratil
the G~ashix:gtarA .~.nternatioxzal ~chaol, the owner of
the xem~ining t>arfii_on of the Tregaran httate~
becomes an ~appli cant at p4-zrt c?f ~:~hF. FtTI~ .
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application

	

i_t

	

~.ncaiGti.stent

	

w~.th

	

the
provisiax~.t of a legally b~_n.ding car~tracf-~ between
tJ^:e ~=r~~>l~. .c.~ar~t and the I~afi.iar7.al Capa_tal Planning
CozYr~i ~ : : :~ on

	

concern~_ng

	

the

	

terms
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a

	

sc ~ni_c:
the propert~j .
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raised by the historic preservatic>rh process . The Commission
further determined that it would not be appraprS_ate and
would be contrar~r to a_ts statutory responsibility to deny a
hearing- because other governmental processes had not been
completed . The Commission determinedx that the application
could be judged on its own merits, and that . if same element
of the Cammissiol~'s ~.ppraval, if granted, required the
applicant to deal with the Gsvashington International Schacl,
that burden would rest with the applicant® The Commission
noted that the NCPC his transr~~itted to the 7anin.g Commission

statement identifying those issues related to the Federal
Interest . The Commission determined that the application
could best be judged against those issues in the ptzk:lic
hearing process® The en~rironmental anc? engineering problems

also matters of substance best resolved iza the public
hearing process .

It is t~herefare hereb~i arc?erec? that: Case ~?c .
for pub~_ic hearing®
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Executive Director
2,oning Secretor

A formal "htotice of Public t-:caring'°

	

is forthcoming,

®19P be set

The application fails to address c;cx~tain
ftzndam~ental enTriranmental and eng~_neer_ing
peculiar_ to the site .

prahlen?s

The Car~.missian determined tha'~ the application was far the
first stage of a two-stage PUL, and that there was ~.dequate
cpporttznity c~.uring the Pt1D process to resolve the question


